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24 April 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: HASC Panel on Military Education Hearing 



1. On 17 April 1991, the House Armed Services Committe-e, Panel 
on Military Education, held a hearing. Participants were as 
follows : 

Panel Members: Mr. Ike Skelton, Chairman, (D), Missouri 

Mr. Ronald Machtley, (R), Rhode Island 
Mr. Gene Taylor, (D), Mississippi 
Dr. Arch Barrett, Professional Staff 

Testifying Officers: MG John E. Miller, 

Deputy Commandant, CGSC 

MG Paul G. Cerjan, 

Commandant, Army War College 

Rear Admiral Joseph C. Strasser, 
President, Naval War College 

2. Mr. Skelton held the hearing primarily to review implemen- 
tation of the Skelton Panel Recommendations published April 
1989. Panel members based most of their questions on 
information gathered by the General Accounting Office during 
their 1990 survey of service schools. 

3. The hearing lasted approximately ninety minutes. The first 
20-30 minutes, was used by testifying officers to state their 
opening remarks. Rear Admiral Strasser spoke about the superb 
job that all service schools did to prepare graduates for Desert 
Storm. He stated the operation was each school's final exam. 

MG Cerjan also spoke about Desert Storm and how he plans to 
incorporate its lessons learned into the AWC curriculum. He 
stressed that AWC is not revising the curriculum because of 
Desert Storm but augmenting it. 

4. MG Miller addressed several key areas in his opening remarks. 

He mentioned continued growth in the MMAS program, the two success- 
ful audits by the GAO and AAA, and CGSOC ' s new curriculum planned 
for AY 91-92. He stressed how the new curriculum will relate to 
Desert Storm and other contingency operations. MG Miller also 
addressed the GAO report, providing his rationale for CGSC action 
on selected recommendations. Mr. Skelton interrupted MG Miller 
once during his opening statement when Mr Skelton expressed 
interest in the CGSC/West Point plan to use MMAS graduates as West 
Point instructors in a new field of study (military art and 
science) . 
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5- Below is a summary of questions the Panel asked that 
MG Miller responded to. (Key points made by MG Miller in 
response are listed.) 

a. Mr. Machtley . How will the policy of not allowing 
civilians to receive honorariums or publish defense topics 
without DOD approval affect your college? 

MG Miller . 

Agreed with RADM Strasser and MG Cerjan that it will 
have a negative impact. 

— Freedom for civilians to speak in public and publish 
is vital to CGSC accreditation. 



CGSC also encourages its military to speak in public 

and publish. 

b. Mr. Skelton . MG Miller — how can you teach joint if your 
faculty mix is only 4 percent air and 4 percent sea? 

MG Miller: 



CGSC has requested more sister service officers 
that will put the college over 5 percent each. 

— During Phase I certification, JCS looked at CGSOC 
in detail and determined that it has a robust JPME curriculum. 



— CGSOC will have one air and one sea student in each 
staff group to bring their services' perspective to the group. 

c. Mr. Skelton . How can schools justify a Phase I nonresi- 
dent program? 

MG Miller: 



— Pointed out the management problem with joint duty 
assignment list (JDAL) positions that are CS and CSS versus 
CGSOC graduates who are 61 percent combat arms. 

Selection floors by branch preclude many high 
quality officers from attending a resident course. 

Army will send quality officers from nonresident 
course to Phase II training. 
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d. Mr. Skelton. Don't nonresident students lose something 
by not rubbing elbows with other service officers? 

MG Miller : 

Both cur ricul urns are the same. 

Joint exposure takes place during the follow-on 
Phase II course. 

— Exposure also occurs during the joint assignment. 

e. Mr. Skelton . There is a great discrepancy in grading 
between schools. Tell us how you grade or evaluate. 

MG Miller . 

CGSC uses letter grades. 

Gave a breakdown of the number of graded 
requirements at CGSOC. 

f. Mr . Skelton . MG Miller — why do you hesitate to use 
Title X to hire civilian faculty? 

MG Miller : 

CGSC is able to maintain the skills and quality we 
need through Title V hire. 

— Title V salary structure is competitive with other 
educational institutions in the midwest. 

CGSC will use Title X if appropriate. 

g. Dr . Barrett . What is being done to reallocate other 
services officers among schools? 

MG Miller : 

— J-7 chaired the MECC which is working on the 

problem . 

— CGSOC plans to have 109 sister service students 
next year and 180 the following year. 

— Reciprocity is a problem because of the size of 

CGSOC. 
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The Army has a 1,000 officer backlog for resident 
CGSOC. Therefore, services must negotiate a balance. 

6. Panel members asked two other questions that MG Miller 
was not required to respond to. 

Mr. Machtley . Are the standards in the JCS Military 
Education Policy Document (MEPD) better than those contained in 
the Skelton Report? 

Dr. Barrett . Rear Admiral Strasser — how do you explain the 
difference in focus between your intermediate college and that 
of CGSC? Dr. Barrett then read a part of MG Miller's opening 
statement that addressed the operational and tactical focus of 
CGSOC. 

7* Mr. Skelton's closing remarks. 

a. Look at the MEPD as Pass/Fail (it only sets a floor) and 
the Panel's recommendations as being graded with higher 
standards . 

b. Your job is "able decision making" (to train leaders to 

be) . 

c. The cutback in military structure is wrong. 

d. Military hit rock bottom in the 1930's and 1940's, force 
structure wise, and it was during that era that the service 
colleges flourished. We were able to keep great thinkers at the 
colleges. 

e. When we see cuts coming to schools, we can't afford to 
skimp. I hope you will join me in not skimping on teaching 
future leders. I would like to see another "golden era of 
military education." 

f. I am very pleased and proud with what you are doing — I 
grade you high (90 percent praise/10 percent criticism). Take 
our criticism in a good manner. 

8. Copy of opening statements attatched. 



3 Enel ROBERT B. KUPISZEWSKI 

Curriculum Affairs Division 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Panel, 

I am pleased to appear before you today to testify 
concerning the U.S. Army Command and General Staff' College and 
its role in professional military education. In my view, there 
are few issues more important than the training and education of 
officers . 

I plan to confine my opening remarks primarily to the areas 
the General Accounting Office addressed in its report to the 
Panel. However, first I would like to make some general com- 
ments concerning the college and its overall well-being. 

The Army Command and General Staff College was re-accredited 
in 1985 by the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools 
for 10 years--the maximum time possible. As a college author- 
ized by Congress to grant a master's degree, this accreditation 
is vital and fundamental. We are proud of the success of our 
program and will continue to build on those areas cited for 
excellence -in the NCA report. For example, this academic year 
we have nearly 90 students enrolled in our Master of Military 
Art and Science (MMAS) degree program. This is the highest 
enrollment ever. Also, we require the 52 students in our 
Advanced Military Studies Program to complete the MMAS during 
their second year study program. 

Since I testified before the panel last September, CGSC has 
undergone two comprehensive audits: the GAO's review of joint 
professional military education and a detailed four-month audit 




by the Army Audit Agency on the ways we execute our educational 
missions. I believe both reviews confirmed that CGSC continues 
to excel as an intermediate-level institution. I am partic- 
ularly' pleased that the AAA will issue a no-finding report. 
They were unable to find any major shortcoming in the way we 
execute our mission. 

This coming academic year the Command and General Staff 
Officer Course (CGSOC) will introduce a new curriculum. Af-er 
nearly two years of planning, the curriculum will undergo a 
major shift from focusing primarily on mid- to high-intensity 
operations in Central Europe to a more global balance featuring 
joint and combined operations in such areas as Honduras, the 
Philippines, and Southwest Asia, as well as Central Europe. As 
we continue to refine this new curriculum, we are ensuring that 
the lessons learned from Operation Desert Storm are fully inte- 
grated. In this regard, the Army has established a task force 
at Fort Leavenworth under Major General Thomas Tait to document 
the lessons learned. Colonel Richard Swain, the command 
historian for Desert Storm (and Director of the CGSC Combat 

Studies Institute) will work with the task force and serve as 
♦ 

the catalyst for integrating the lessons into the several CGSC 
cur r icul a. 

For your information, I have enclosed a packet that sum- 
marizes next year's course. Please note that in Block VI, stu- 
dents will be given 96 hours of instruction specifically devoted 
to joint operations set in the Persian Gulf area. We then will 
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follow that block with a major, college-wide CAPSTONE computer- 
driven exercise in Southwest Asia focusing on tactical and 
operational planning and execution of combat operations at the 
division, corps, and joint task force levels. I am confident 
that our curriculum changes will reinforce CGSC's traditional 
strong emphasis on producing well-qualified commanders and staff 
officers and producing a substantial joint perspective to 
student learning. 

Now I would like to address the GAO Report. I believe the 
information in the report supports CGSC's complete commitment to 
fulfilling the spirit and intent of the Goldwater-Nichols Reorga- 
nization Act, as well as your Panel's recommendations published 
in April 1989* Since your field hearings at CGSC, the college 
has strived to enrich all aspects of joint education to include 
the curriculum, the student body, and the faculty. As the 
college moves into the 1990's, we will continue to use your 
Panel's report and the Military Education Planning Document from 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as valuable resources 

•i 

in guiding important decisions related to the education of 
officers at Fort Leavenworth. 

f 

I believe the GAO report is a fair and accurate representa- 
tion of our status. As the report states, CGSC has implemented 
or partially implemented 29 of its applicable 31 recommenda- 
tions. Although the report explains our rationale for not 
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implementing two of the recommendations, I would like to make 
several additional comments to further reinforce our rationale 
in each of the two cases. 

First - as regards Faculty Exchange with the United States 
Military Academy : 

I reviewed this recommendation very carefully before decid- 
ing not to recommend its implementation. The key factor in my 
decision was the clear difference between the missions of the 
two schools. Because of CGSC's operational and doctrinal focus, 
unlike USMA's undergraduate academic focus, I believe it's best 
to draw our instructors from, and return them to, the Army in 
the field where their recent experience in operational units can 
be brought to bear in the classroom and vice versa. 

Nevertheless, we do seek out former USMA faculty with the 
skills and experience we need, such as in the communicative 
skills and military history areas. This year, for example, 
seven former Academy instructors are assigned to our Combat 
Studies Institute, eight to our Center for Army Leadership, and 
twenty in other areas in the college. 

Also, despite not having an exchange program, I am pleased 
to report a related initiative we are developing with 
LTG Palmer, West Point Superintendent. He is proposing that the 
Academy offer a field of study in military art and science for 
cadets taught in part by CGSC graduates who have completed our 
Master of Military Art and Science Degree. Although still in 



4 





the planning stage, this proposal has the potential of linking 
the two institutions in a manner similar to a faculty exchange 
program; that is, the West Point faculty for this curriculum 
would . ' receive their graduate education at CGSC. Then, in later 
years, some of them as former West Point faculty, would become 
instructors at CGSC. 

Thus, even though we lack a formal exchange program, consider- 
able exchange, deliberate as well as incidental, does occur. 
And we are planning for more. 

Second, as concerns the use of Officer Efficiency Reports Rather 
than Training Reports : 

The college currently prepares an Academic Evaluation Report 
for its graduates. The Department of Army has designed this 
evaluation report form to be better suited for academic report- 
ing than the efficiency report used in operational assignments. 
Of importance is that the Academic Evaluation Report, like any 
other officer efficiency report, becomes a permanent part of 
each officer's official overall performance file maintained by 
the Department of the Army. In the report, the college provides 
important performance- and course-related information to be used 

t 

by selection boards and personnel managers in making key 
decisions regarding an officer's career. Within the college, I 
have established a review procedure by senior leaders, myself 
included, to ensure that each report meets high standards. It 
is my judgment, and the judgment of others, that this academic 
report is best suited for student evaluation. 




Beyond these two recommendations not implemented, the GAO 
report describes 10 other recommendations as partially imple- 
mented. Most of these address matters related to either faculty 
or students. I would like to make some brief remarks' concerning 
these two areas. 

Recruiting and training a quality faculty are my top priori- 
ties at the college. We have in place a systematic process 
whereby senior college leaders select or reject faculty based on 
an established set of criteria — foremost of which are completion 
of an appropriate Military Level Pour (MEL-4) school, coupled 
with operational skills and experience developed in unit assign- 
ments. Once selected, new faculty participate in a college 
two-week faculty development course, followed by a more focused 
four-week program run by each academic department. As the GAO 
review revealed, this process has given CGSC an outstanding 
military and civilian faculty that has the qualifications and 
skills the college seeks. 

As a related matter and as the report states, we have not 
elected to use Title 10 for civilian faculty hire at this time. 
We believe the 57 civilian faculty hired under Title 5 and 

t 

assigned at CGSC with career status are the right kind and 
number for CGSOC at this time, particularly with the school's 
operational and tactical focus. We plan, however, to review 
this issue periodically to determine whether Title 10 hiring 
would later benefit the college in selected disciplines. 
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Similarly, the issues of faculty and student mix are areas 
of major concern to me and the Army leadership. I am happy to 
say that the college has now developed and forwarded plans that 
will enable us to reach standards established by the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The student mix issue is especially important to CGSOC 
because of the teaching methods we use in our staff groups of 16 
officers. During tactics instruction, for example, we need a 
good balance of Army combat, combat support, and combat service 
support officers to work practical warfighting exercises and 
tactical scenarios in teams of five to eight students. If we 
include too many sister service or international officers in 
each staff group, we lose the critical Army mix needed to ensure 
our ability to teach combined arms warfighting and the Army's 
role in Joint Operations, which is my mission. Therefore, I 
believe that one sea and one air student in each staff group 
makes the optimal mix for CGSOC. We will achieve that mix in 
AY 92-93 if the other services are able to provide the numbers 
of officer students we have requested of them. 

Before closing I would like to address a final issue related 
* 

to the report — resourcing. The college is currently able to 
maintain a 4*1 to 1 student to faculty ratio for CGSOC. 
However, like other schools, we are facing budget cuts that will 
affect the size of our faculty. These cuts will make it 
increasingly difficult to maintain the desired ratio. We may, 
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therefore, have to use different teaching methodologies and 
educational technology to offset the reduction in faculty. In 
any event, our outstanding faculty will continue to provide a 
challenging and quality learning experience for our students. 

In conclusion, CGSC remains one of the premier military 
educational institutions in the world. College leaders since 
General Sullivan have used your Panel's report to sharpen the 
focus of joint education, while maintaining our unique position 



as the Army 


senior tactical 


school . 


CGSC will 


continue its 


tradition of 


academic excellence with 


emphasis 


on 


educ ating 


officers who 


understand the 


importance 


of the Army' 


s role in 


joint operations. 
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